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Metonymy, together with metaphor, is claimed to be the most widely used figure 
of speech. Unlike metaphor, which has been widely studied as an essential way of 
thinking in the past decades, metonymy has received far less attention, though it also 
plays an important role in human life and occurs frequently in language use. 
The paper begins with giving a brief survey on the traditional and rhetorical 
views of metonymy, and then points out that the traditional views restrict metonymy 
to the names of things, mere substitution of names, and real-world contiguity. On the 
above basis, the paper analyzes some modern cognitive ideas of metonymy, which 
has broadened our understanding of metonymy by delimiting the weaknesses of the 
traditional notions. 
Up to now, there is no much discussion about political discourse. Traditional 
political discourse analysis is mainly on how language can persuade and cheat the 
audience, and this is firstly a rhetorical matter. In English political news coverage, 
we can see the power of language. And cognitive linguistists are trying to say 
something about human beings through language. 
This paper analyzes the metonymies in Englsih political news coverage from a 
cognitive perspective. For this purpose, the author built a corpus from about 
30,000-word news coverage. After a careful examination, this paper tries to find out 
the characteristics of metonymy used in English political news coverage, for 
example, which kind of metonymies is the most commonly seen. After this, the 
paper tries to find out the functions of metonymy in this particular style, aiming at 
finding out the connections between metonymy and politics. 
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Chapter 1  Introduction 
 
Traditionally, metonymy is regarded as a figure of speech, which, along with 
other figurative modes of thought, is commonly used to produce rhetorical effects in 
humor, jargon, persuasion, literature, slang, poetry and the like. In one word, it is 
basically thought of as a special linguistic form. Together with metaphor, metonymy 
is claimed to be the most widely used figures of speech.  
Ullmann (1979) points out the importance of metonymy in his study of ellipsis 
by saying “The four cardinal types (metaphor, metonymy, ellipsis and popular 
etymology) would be a perfectly adequate medium of communication, whereas a 
language without metaphor and metonymy is inconceivable: these two forces are 
inherent in the basic structure of human speech”. But things that have happened in 
the past decades have raised metaphor to a much more important status than 
metonymy as well as other figures of speech. In 1980, Lakoff and Johnson stated in 
their work Metaphors We Live By that figurative language involved basic cognitive 
processes rather than special usage. In this book, they mainly deal with metaphor 
research and devote only a single chapter to metonymy. They seem to imply that 
metonymy is comparatively a minor process. Since then, metaphor has been widely 
studied and has been accepted as an efficient cognitive tool.  
Compared with metaphor, metonymy has received far less concern. Luckily, 
more and more scholars have realized its importance in daily life, language and 
thought. We can find such comments in some books and articles. For example, 
Taylor (2001) remarks that metonymy has received little discussion in comparison to 
metaphor. He takes a broad view of metonymy which contains not only traditional 
metonymy (e.g., “pen” is for what is written by the pen, and “head” is for person) 
but also context-dependent examples (“The pork chop left without paying” in a 













Metonymy in English Political News Coverage 
 2
as in “Open the door” and “He walked through the door” (the first “door” highlights 
the moving part of the structure while the second refers to the aperture created when 
the moving part is opened). For Taylor, it is not surprising that metonymy turns out 
to be one of the most fundamental processes of meaning extension, more basic, 
perhaps, even than metaphor. 
In a broad sense, metonymy is prevalent in human thinking. Recent years has 
seen an increasing interest in the role of metonymy. Experts from various fields have 
conducted linguistic, psycholinguistic, psychological and literary studies on this 
realm. Several studies seem to indicate that metonymy is catching up with metaphor 
as a relevant area of study in such fields as language, cognition, communication and 
thinking. As the research carries on, a growing number of people have become aware 
of the fact that metonymy is not only a way of expressing ideas by means of 
language, but also a way of thinking about things and that metonymy, together with 
metaphor, is a powerful cognitive tool for our conceptualization of abstract 
categories. Metonymy plays an important part in human life and occurs frequently in 
language use. So it must be worthwhile studying metonymy from the cognitive view. 
In present study of metonymy, some show concern for its theoretical aspects (e.g., 
Fauconnier & Turner 1999, Warren 1999), others pay much attention to its historical 
aspects (e.g., Koch 1999, Goosens 1999), and still others show special interest in its 
case studies (e.g., Panther & Thornburg 1999, Dieven 1999), its application (e.g., 
Pankhurst 1999), or the interaction between metonymy and metaphor (e.g., 
Barcelona 2000, Turner & Fauconnier 2000). But no matter what aspect they choose, 
a full research on the understanding of metonymy is hardly seen. Metonymy and 
thought are closely related to each other, which have been accepted by almost all 
cognitive linguists.  
The analysis of political discourse is scarcely new. The western classical 
tradition of rhetoric was in its various guises a means of codifying the way public 
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political activity does not exist without the use of language. 
This paper begins with a review of previous studies in metonymy and presents 
the classification from a cognitive perspective. In Chapter 3, the author presents the 
theoretical framework that underlies the corpus analysis in Chapter 4. From a 
discussion of the relationship between language and culture, language and thought 
and then metonymy and thought, the author concludes that metonymy is based on 
cognition. 
On building a corpus from about 30,000-word news coverage , this paper carries 
out a qualitative analysis of the striking features in political news coverage, and tries 
to infer from this the functional effects of metonymy in political news coverage and 
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Chapter 2  Literature Review 
 
Metonymy and metaphor are familiar concepts in traditional rhetoric. Metaphor, 
especially, has been the object of much research by cognitively oriented linguists. 
Compared with metaphor, metonymy has received relatively little attention in the 
linguistic literature, either recently or in the past. 
The first use of the term “metonymy” can be found in ancient Greek philosophy, 
and more specifically in the famous debate about the arbitrariness or naturalness of 
signs. Householder points out: “Democritus offered four arguments (with four 
specially coined names) in favor of arbitrariness: (a) ‘homonymy’ or ‘polysemy’, 
i.e. , the same sequence of phonemes may be associated with two or more unrelated 
meanings; (b) ‘polyonymy’ or ‘isorrophy,’ i.e. , the fact that words and meanings 
change; (d) ‘nomymy,’ i.e. , the non-existence of single words for simple or familiar 
ideas.” (1995) 
Aristotle, in his Poetics, distinguishes between four classes of “metaphors”, 
which includes what is later to be called “metonymy” and “synecdoche”. In classical 
rhetoric, metonymy has been regarded as a figure of speech distinct from metaphor. 
It normally excludes shifts of meaning based on PART-WHOLE relations, which 
were attributed to synecdoche. Nowadays, shifts of meaning based on 
PART-WHOLE relations are included in metonymy and are actually regarded as the 
most metonymical relations. It is interesting to note that some of these rhetoric ideas 
on metonymy definitely have a modern, cognitive tinge. For this reason, some 
cognitive linguists (Koch; Blank; and Nerlich, Todd and Clarke, cf. Panther and 
Radden, 1999) link their cognitive approach to metonymy to this rhetorical tradition. 
 
2.1 Metonymy in Classical Rhetoric 
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substituted for another on the basis of some material, causal, or conceptual relation” 
(Preminger & Brogan, 1993). In rhetoric, metonymy is the substitution of one word 
for another with which it is associated. Metonymy works by contiguity rather than 
similarity. Some typical substitutions include PERSON FOR HIS NAME, 
POSSESSOR FOR POSESSED, AUTHOR FOR BOOK, PLACE FOR PEOPLE, 
PRODUCER FOR PRODUCT, CONTAINER FOR CONTAINED, etc. (cf. Dirven 
& Verspoor, 1998). Look at the utterance below. 
(1) I am not in the telephone book. 
(2) My professor is fond of Burgundy. 
(3) My village votes Labour. 
(4) This year we read Shakespeare. 
(5) The bathtub is running water. 
After reviewing the rhetorical treatment of metonymy, Papafragou (1995) 
concludes that it faces an interesting paradox. It captures a range of phenomena 
which continue to be productive and widespread in a variety of languages; moreover, 
these seem to be produced and understood naturally and spontaneously. However, it 
views metonymy as a “figure of speech”, a departure from the linguistic norm, 
serving ornamental/literary purposes and demanding suitable training for its 
successful use and comprehension. In this sense, the classical approach lacks 
explanatory power. Even if it has some classificatory value, it has little capacity for 
precision – let alone for prediction. No systematic rationale is offered for the 
metonymic associations listed in the rhetoric textbooks. As for the question like 
“how are they motivated” and “why are they prevalent across societies and 
languages”, the rhetoric approach can not provide a reasonable explanation. The 
limitations of the traditional rhetorical apparatus do not validate the intuitive appeal 
of its categories. It is the latter that is mainly responsible for the persistence of the 
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2.2 Metonymy—From the Perspective of Structuralism and Pragmatics 
It is well known that there is a wide gap between what people say and what they 
mean in interaction. For some time, it is generally assumed that getting from the 
meaning of the sentence to the proposition expressed is merely a matter of 
disambiguation and instantiation of indexical variables. However, the issue has 
proved to be rather more complicated. Among the theorists who have devoted 
attention – whether explicitly or not – to the difference between what is 
communicated and what is said, are Grice (1975) and Grecian pragmatists (e.g. Bach, 
1994), speech act theorists (Searle, 1979; Morgan, 1978; Bach & Harish, 1979), 
people studying reference (Kripke, 1977), and Relevance theorists following Sperber 
& Wilson (1986/1995), most notably Carston (1988).  
In this section, I will mainly deal with pragmatic aspects of metonymy, trying to 
analyze the principles that motivate the speakers’ using metonymic mechanism to 
generate and understand discourse in their communication. 
 
2.2.1 Previous Pragmatic Accounts of Metonymy 
Within the pragmatic literature, Nunberg (1978, 1979) and Fauconnier (1985) 
are considered to be the researchers who have conducted the first extensive studies 
of metonymy. Nunberg regards metonymy as a case of “deferred reference”, in 
which a speaker uses a description of A and succeeds in referring to B. Metonymic 
uses are strongly context-dependent and are considered a subcategory of “local” 
word uses, i.e. uses that “a speaker believes are generally perceived as rational 
against a system of beliefs that is available only to a sub-section of the community” 
(Nunberg 1978). 
Nunberg uses the following often-quoted example to support his idea. 
(6) The ham sandwich is getting restless. 
The example is a good case to demonstrate the context-dependence of 
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